Editor's note 
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No ^ : 1 am interrupting my series of articles on the 
Clay Shaw conspiracy trial to print in the allotted space this week 
New Orleans District Attorney Jim Garrison's closing arguments 
to the jury on February 28, 1969. «8umems 

did , take M active P art in the trial. He was ill 
? d ? nly hvo or three witn esses on the stand. The pro- 
secution s closing argument was divided, as was the trial, intcftwo 

Shlw”s^^pl S H A i SSiS i tant District Attorney Alcock speaking on Clay 
Shaw s alleged involvement in the conspiracy and Assistant DA 

more UP th<? De ~ ly Plaza evidence showing that there was 

more than one gunman. Garrison concluded with the statement on 
excessive power in government, printed on this page. 6mem 0n 

. In - h f C , 0arSe 0f an in forma i note Garrison sent me with the 
transcript of his statement, he says; «I thought you mighUvant to 
have a copy of the enclosed. I am quite aware that it was neither 
one of the more impelling arguments nor one of The most impor 
tant parts of the trial, but it was the only place where we had the 
« ? *® •* 'east, the realities behtad the whole M- 

fair— after having had to treat the participants as a court-room 
version of the Three Stooges for a month.” 

''f 1 ' n ° t a ^ ee that courtroom procedures automatically com- 
pelled treating Shaw as a person with no serious motivation for be 
mg involved In a conspiracy. Admittedly, if Garr SSncSiW have 
lnH le nm d th H extradltlon °* reluctant witnesses from other states 
and obtained cooperation from governmental agencies in other 
w ays > a macb different courtroom presentation could have been 
n ed " m‘A ,S obvlousl y difficult to use the courtroom pro- 
that L Ued b . y a government to attack that same government- 
^ t ’. ot course -is what was really involved in the New Orleans 
questioning pf the methodology and conclusions of the Warren Re- 
port on JKfrs assassination. warren He- 

HowevW, I find it very difficult to understand why the attemDt 
was not made In court to question Clay Shaw about Ms known and 
aclmowtedged links with Central Intelligence Agency 7ronts“n 
fha nrf' hls . posslble involvement, using the name “Dreyfuss,” with 
Project called Force Three:, his possible lnvolv^m 

J ffEfl uig ^ -in fo rma t i on ia ^rrison' ri i l^withothpr npnn l p rnm 
r-Beuja r l Mn’a Blot 

ab ouFlgs ^ilT Hh»i M of iua 

Trade Mart which alone make it very probable that he was a go 
vernment agency operative. g0 ’ 

niiL h fL defen i e att0 J rnies would certainly have objected to these 

in his dL^innl n L in J m fh Grla i bUt the J ud ^e, whowas often liberal 
in his decisions as to the admissibility of evidence might have 

^ case > these Questions were never even at- 
wifh Pt nc s possible Poetical motivations for association 

with Oswaid and Ferrie were not raised by the prosecution 
believe that the presentation of Shaw as lust another ner- 
ipnf^h misguided individual made it impossible for the jury tosic- 
m that Shaw was a conspirator ^ the 

Xtlcularlv ^^I'ltiAA. wi? r0 f, er motivation beb) g established, and 

one cou,d accept as gospel truth 

nil the prosecution evidence regarding Shaw and sHii rooenn 
ably doubt Shaw’s complicity in an actKZpi“cy. ; ° n ' I 

By the time this article appears in print, Clay Shaw will have I 
been arraigned in New Orleans on the charge of having lied in f 

Ferr A TM he did " 0t kn0W Lee Harv ey Oswaljtd David I 

errie. This arraignment is to happen Thursday, March 20 

fh . k S my ° pinion that cla V Shaw will probably be convicted of 
this charge of perjury even though already judged not guiltv of 
conspiracy. Although the mass media says tha t Jim^pism con 

Si <s “ 

Another late development is the appearance in the New Or 
S n neW f ap ff 0f a mi page ad si ^d by 25 0 6 people, many of 
cans for him e tO rlsiT^’ SUpp0rting Jim Prison against the 

Ia next week’s article on the Clay Shaw trial (there will dos- 
^ b ' y b f, 4wo ,. or three more such articles because of the wealth 
cLrri^ni we will go further into the questions of why 

Garrison did not get a conspiracy conviction and what were Shaw’s 

Agency. 1 "' 1 P ° S3lWe C0nneCtl0nS with the Central mtelUgence 
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